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These noise elements often describe the existing Ldn near airports and incorporate specific 
allowable noise levels to achieve a quality environment. Where airports exist, many airports 
identify an airport noise impact area, which identifies adverse noise impacts within the 65-CNEL 
noise contour generated by the airport.  

Volume 2, Appendix 2-I, lists all regional and local policies applicable to the project. The HSR 
system is not subject to local general plan policies and ordinances related to noise limits or to 
locally based criteria concerning noise and vibration for the project alternatives. 

3.4.3 Consistency with Plans and Laws 
As indicated in Section 3.1.5.3, Consistency with Plans and Laws, the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations require a discussion 
of inconsistencies or conflicts between a proposed undertaking and federal, state, regional, or 
local plans and laws. As such, this Draft EIR/EIS describes inconsistency of the project with 
federal, state, regional, and local plans and laws to provide planning context.  

A number of federal and state laws and implementing regulations, listed in Section 3.4.2.1, 
Federal, and Section 3.4.2.2, State, govern compliance with noise emission limits for construction 
projects and for transportation facilities. As noise and vibration assessment is highly technical, 
there are several published federal and state guidance documents for how to assess potential 
impacts. Consistent with the guidance, a summary of the federal and state requirements and 
methods considered in this analysis follows: 

• FHWA and FRA guidelines for emissions of noise from transportation sources and for the 
abatement of excessive noise emissions.  

• OSHA regulations that provide permissible construction worker noise exposure limits. 

• FTA guidelines regarding modeling noise impacts from station activities, yard and 
maintenance facility activities, and conventional-speed rail operations.  

• The Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (Caltrans 2011), which provides a methodology 
for evaluating noise from roadway operations and for evaluating the effectiveness and 
feasibility of different sound abatement methods for highway-related projects.  

• FRA guidelines regarding modeling and mitigating noise and vibration from construction 
sources at sensitive receptors in proximity to construction. The construction analysis methods 
discussed in the FHWA and FTA guidelines and the Caltrans protocol were not used; 
however, some construction equipment reference sound levels from FHWA were used. 

The Authority, as the lead agency proposing to build and operate the HSR system, is required to 
comply with all federal and state laws and regulations and to secure all applicable federal and 
state permits prior to initiating construction on the selected alternative. Therefore, there would be 
no inconsistencies between the project alternatives and these federal and state laws and 
regulations. 

The Authority is a state agency and therefore is not required to comply with local land use and 
zoning regulations; however, it has endeavored to design and build the HSR system to be 
consistent with land use and zoning regulations. For example, the project alternatives incorporate 
IAMFs that would require the contractor to prepare a plan to demonstrate how construction noise 
levels would be maintained below applicable standards. The Authority has also adopted 
statewide policies that seek to reduce noise impacts associated with new sources of 
transportation noise (see Volume 2, Appendix 3.4-B). The Authority reviewed a total of 22 local 
plans containing 176 policies, guidelines, or goals, as well as 19 codes or ordinances, to assess 
project consistency with plans, policies, and ordinances. The project alternatives would be 
consistent with 155 policies and inconsistent with 21 policies from general plans, and inconsistent 
with portions of noise ordinances established by 17 jurisdictions. A brief description of these 
inconsistencies follows:  
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• Operational noise exceedances—Although mitigation measures would reduce the project’s 
operational noise impacts, noise impacts would not be reduced to the standards for residential, 
commercial, and institutional land uses established by the following general plan policies: 

– San Francisco General Plan, Environmental Protection Element (City and County of San 
Francisco 2004), Policy 11.1  

– Daly City 2030 General Plan (City of Daly City 2013), Policies NE-3, NE-4, N-5  

– South San Francisco General Plan (City of South San Francisco 1999), Policy 9-G-2  

– San Bruno General Plan (City of San Bruno 2009), Policy HS-33 

– City of Millbrae General Plan (City of Millbrae 1998), Policy NS2.1 

– City of San Mateo General Plan, Noise Element (City of San Mateo 2010), Policy N 2.2 

– Belmont 2035 General Plan (City of Belmont 2017), Policy 7.1-3 

– San Carlos 2030 General Plan (City of San Carlos 2009), Policy NOI-1.3 

– Redwood City General Plan (City of Redwood City 2010), Goal PS-14.1 

– Atherton General Plan (Town of Atherton 2002), Noise Element Policy 5.720 

– City of Menlo Park General Plan, Open Space/Conservation, Noise and Safety Elements 
(City of Menlo Park 2013), Policy N1.2 

– Santa Clara County General Plan (County of Santa Clara 1994), Policy C-HS 24 

– Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan (City of Palo Alto 2017), Policy N-6.1 

– Mountain View 2030 General Plan (City of Mountain View 2012), Policy NOI 1.1 

– Sunnyvale General Plan (City of Sunnyvale 2011), Policy SN-8.5 

– City of Santa Clara 2010–2035 General Plan (City of Santa Clara 2010), Policy 5.10.6-P2 

– Envision San José 2040 General Plan (City of San Jose 2018), Land Use Compatibility 
Guidelines for Community Noise in San Jose, Table 4 

• Burlingame Downtown Specific Plan (City of Burlingame 2018), Section 7.2.4; and City 
of San Mateo General Plan, Noise Element (City of San Mateo 2010), Policy N 2.5—The 
project would be at grade along most of its length, including through Burlingame and San 
Mateo, resulting in inconsistencies with policies that call for the rail line to be depressed 
below street level, in part to reduce noise impacts.  

• Codes of ordinances or zoning regulations from the City/County of San Francisco, San 
Mateo County, Cities of Brisbane, Daly City, South San Francisco, San Bruno, San 
Mateo, Belmont, San Carlos, Redwood City, Town of Atherton, Menlo Park, Santa Clara 
County, Palo Alto, Sunnyvale, City of Santa Clara and City of San Jose—Project 
construction would occur within a constrained operating rail corridor, and as such some 
trackwork and roadway work would be done at night to avoid disruption to Caltrain commuter 
rail operations and roadway operations. Even with the project features and mitigation 
measures, there would be locations where it is not technically feasible to meet the noise limits 
and permitted construction hours established by these local jurisdictions. 

3.4.4 Methods for Evaluating Impacts 
The evaluation of impacts from noise and vibration is a requirement of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and CEQA. The following sections summarize the RSAs and the methods 
used to analyze noise and vibration. As summarized in Section 3.4.1, Introduction, other resource 
sections in this Draft EIR/EIS also provide additional information related to noise and vibration. 
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Under both alternatives the Ldn contribution from the additional equipment that may be installed at 
PCEP TPFs would not generate additional noise impact beyond the train operations noise 
impacts. The TPF impacts may occur at one single-family residence in the San Mateo to Palo 
Alto Subsection near PS5 Option 2. NV-MM#3 and NV-MM#7 would be available to address 
these impacts. 

3.4.8.3 Construction Vibration 
Construction of the project alternatives could cause temporary exposure of sensitive receptors 
and buildings to construction vibration. Building damage could occur within approximately 50 feet 
of pile-driving activity. Incorporation of NV-IAMF#1 would minimize construction vibration and the 
potential for it to cause damage to buildings. However, even with NV-IAMF#1, some sensitive 
buildings within 55 feet of the construction activity would still be exposed to ground-borne 
vibration that could result in building damage. Construction of the passing track under Alternative 
B would require greater amounts and longer durations (up to 4.5 years) of nighttime construction 
activity near vibration-sensitive receptors in San Mateo, Belmont, San Carlos, and Redwood City, 
and in San Jose, Alternative B would also include construction of new viaduct structures. The 
residual impact would be addressed with NV-MM#2.  

Using the frequent event criterion, annoyance from nighttime vibratory construction activities 
could occur as far out as 300 feet from pile-driving activity or 140 feet from vibratory compaction 
activity. Incorporation of NV-IAMF#1 would minimize construction vibration and the potential for it 
to cause annoyance to occupants at vibration-sensitive land use. However, even with NV-
IAMF#1, some sensitive receptors would still be exposed to ground-borne vibration that could 
result in annoyance. The residual impact would be addressed with NV-MM#2. 

3.4.8.4 Operational Vibration 
Operation of the project alternatives could cause permanent vibration impacts at sensitive 
receptors. Under the 2029 Plus Project condition at the 4th and King Street Station and approach, 
no vibration impacts are predicted. Under the 2040 Plus Project condition, Alternative A would 
result in 2,493 ground-borne vibration impacts, Alternative B (Viaduct to I-880) would result in 
2,307 ground-borne vibration impacts, and Alternative B (Viaduct to Scott Boulevard) would result 
in a nearly identical 2,366 ground-borne vibration impacts. Under the 2040 Plus Project condition, 
both alternatives would result in 18 ground-borne noise impacts. The vibration impacts would 
occur in all five subsections, although nearly half would occur in the San Mateo to Palo Alto 
Subsection. NV-MM#8 would be available to address this impact. 

3.4.9 CEQA Significance Conclusions 
As described in Section 3.4.4.5, Methods for Determining Significance under CEQA, the impacts 
of project actions under CEQA are evaluated against thresholds to determine whether a project 
action would result in no impact, a less-than-significant impact, or a significant impact. Table 
3.4-26 identifies the CEQA significance conclusions for each impact discussed in Sections 3.4.6.2 
and 3.4.6.3, Vibration. A summary of the significant impacts, mitigation measures, and factors 
supporting the significance conclusions after mitigation follows the table. 

Alternatives A and B would have similar significant noise and vibration impacts with the exception 
of differences in impacts related to construction of the passing track. Alternative B would have 
greater construction noise and vibration impacts due to the additional construction of passing 
tracks. Both alternatives would have similar significant operational noise and vibration impacts.  
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